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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Examiner initiated contact with applicant regarding the limitations as 
recited in claims 1, 14 and 24 in response to an amendment filed on 08/04/2005. The examiner spoke to the primary in 
the art unit regarding the state of the prior art and the allowability of the claims. The examiner suggested to the 
applicant that a different combination of the claims would distinguish the invention over the prior art. The applicant 
responded with a new supplemental amendment to the claims in which the claims now recite the means for rotating the 
interface in response to movement by the user of the mobile device and where all facets of the interface are visible in 
the 3D polyhedron. . 
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